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COURT FACILITIES AND COUNTY SPACE NEEDS COMMITTHE
December 10, 2007 ‘By____f—-————’———’“

Members Present: G. Benson, T. Hopkins, M. McCormick, D. Pullen, C. Crandall
(Absent: W. Hall, T. O’'Grady)

Others Present: W. Dibble, D. Fanton, A. Finnemore, L. Gridley, A. Isenberg (OCA), K.
Kruger, M. Kukuvka (LaBella), J. Margeson, M. Tayrien (LaBelia), N. Ungermann;
Media: K. Doyle, Olean Times Herald; B. Quinn, Wellsville Daily Reporter

Call to Order: The meeting was called to order at 3:00 p.m. by Committee Vice Chairman
David Pullen.

Review of LaBella’s Courthouse Addition Design Proposal:

LaBella Associates’ proposal for engineering services relative to the design of Court
Facilities (addition to Courthouse and renovation of some County offices), received in response
to a Request for Proposals, was approved by Resolution No. 256-07 during the Board meeting
held just prior to this meeting. Committee members, along with LaBella representatives Mark
Kukuvka and Mark Tayrien, began looking at the timeline, steps, and progression of the project.

Mark Kukuvka addressed the timeline issue. From a task standpoint, the first step would
be to settle on the program. Tightening up the addition and use of existing County office spaces
to be vacated due to the addition can be negotiated. Since the County is still potentially
considering two different programs or variations, the first milestone would be acceptance by the
OCA of both programs before too much energy is spent with design. LaBella would spend time
on site and meeting with department heads to verify the information gathered over the years,
and then going to the next level for specifics to prepare a floor plan and program. In the
forefront would be discussions with OCA on the program for the addition and refinements to be
made to determine the minimum space requirements. Mr. Kukuvka estimates that we should be
able to select a program and develop a presentation in document form for OCA after two or
three meetings held about three weeks apart.

Board Chairman Curtis Crandall read a letter written December 10, 2007 by William
Clark, Counsel for Capital Planning, Office of Court Administration, which he felt should be
shared prior to further discussion (copy attached to original minutes). The letter included a
summary of items that need to be included with the County’s Court Facilities Capital Plan
Amendment to be presented at the next meeting of the Capital Review Board, itemized below:

* A description of the project
» Type of project (new construction, renovation, systems work, etc.)

e Size of project (square footage, number of courtrooms, hearing rooms, attorney/client
conference rooms, etc.)

» Schedule including significant milestones (RFP date, awarding of bids, bond resolutions,

ground breaking, substantial completion, full occupancy date, etc.)

Method of construction (private developer, public works, local development corporation)

Project budget

Method of financing

Building features (garage/parking, technology features, security features)
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Mr. Isenberg was unsure of the date of the next meeting of the Court Facility Capital
Review Board. Mr. Pullen noted that it's obvious they are looking for something short term
rather than long. The RFP requested the contractor to analyze options and make a
recommendation on what could resolve OCA’s requirements, and Mr. Pullen asked LaBella
representatives for a time frame. Mr. Kukuvka estimated that they are looking at two or three
more meetings with the Committee. LaBella has a lot of information already. Although the
Committee voted on the addition option, his impression is that the Committee wants to tighten it
up or scrutinize it further. This will require a back and forth discussion over a couple of hours to
sort out what LaBella needs to do to refine a plan to take to OCA. The second variation, or use
of the former jail space for the Courts, will require another meeting of a couple of hours. From a
data gathering standpoint, they need to have an idea of the County’s goals and expectations for
that space, look at previous proposals if available, and assemble the information into a viable
plan. All of the above will require two meetings or one long, all day meeting. LaBella would
then need time to assemble the data and the Committee would want to see the results at a third
meeting. Mr. Kukuvka estimated that from a program standpoint, they should be ready within
30 days to meet with OCA, although certainly not with all the items listed in the letter.

Dates for meetings and the upcoming holiday season were discussed. It was noted that
the RFP stated services were to start the first week in January. Mr. Pullen recommended the
following dates: January 2 at 2:30 p.m. after the Board Organization meeting; January 8 at 3:00
p.m. (the January 8 meeting time was later changed to 10:00 a.m.); and January 22 at 3:00 p.m.

Mr. Pullen asked Mr. Isenberg what would happen if the amended plan is not available
by the date of the next Capital Review Board meeting. Mr. Isenberg responded that he was
unsure, but it depends on whether the County has made progress toward plan development. If
there was no progress at all, it's possible that sanctions would be recommended at that time. If
there is progress, that possibility diminishes. His sense is that the plan being requested by the
Unified Court System is something in narrative form as to the direction the County wishes to
take and doesn’t require detailed drawings yet.

Mr. Tayrien commented that it is important to understand what OCA’s requirements are
and the most economical way to meet them. These next three meetings will help us accomplish
that. He suggested scheduling a meeting with the OCA architects for early in February to
indicate our willingness to comply. Mr. Pullen noted the Committee will have to review that.

County Administrator John Margeson was questioned about the timetable for the
execution of the actual contract with LaBella Associates. The County Attorney will probably
recommend that the County Administrator sign the signature page on LaBella’s proposal, which
Mr. Kukuvka noted was acceptable to LaBella.

Mr. Kukuvka asked for direction from the Committee on the renovation of the fourth level
(jail) for the Courts option and if there was information available to help them prepare for the
January 2 meeting. Mr. Hopkins commented that he thought the renovation of the fourth level
for Court use had more or less been nixed. The former jail floor should be utilized to move
displaced departments around and address other County space needs. Mr. Hopkins didn't feel
the County should proceed with trying to put the Courts there. Mr. McCormick stated that rehab
of that floor is part of the plan we’re looking at now. It may not be for the Courts, but it will be
County space and has to be integrated into the plan. Mr. Kukuvka responded that he realizes
that space has to be used in some way, but the RFP mentioned Court renovation on that floor
as a scenario to consider and wanted to know if the Committee has finalized whether or not
LaBella should formally pursue that direction. He also noted that OCA does not care if the
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County puts non-Court functions on the fourth level, but that doesn’t have to be addressed yet in
order to present a plan to OCA.

Mr. Crandall stated that in light of Mr. Clark’s letter, it seems foolish to pursue something
that is not acceptable to OCA. The Committee was charged to come up with a plan acceptable
to OCA. We asked for input and guidance from them as we went along to help us come to a
conclusion. Mr. Crandall felt we should not put more effort into that direction. The Committee
moved to strike that option. We need to narrow it down to move forward in an acceptable
direction instead of wasting resources.

Mr. Pullen commented that when the RFP was developed, the Committee had already
identified the addition option to address Court needs and utilization of the former jail floor for
other space needs. The Committee directed Mr. Margeson to amend the RFP to include
researching what could be available for renovation of the fourth level for Court needs, but we
didn’t have Mr. Clark’s letter then. We were going to give that option one more hard look. The
New York City trip resulted in some changes and suggestions to improve the proposal, and
there was a question about what other changes might be possible. We're under pressure to
move forward, and moving that option off the agenda would expedite the process, but Mr. Pullen
questioned if we are ready to do that yet. The Committee has not heard what LaBella thinks
can be done with that space for Court use, and we would be remiss not to take a look at that.
Mr. Kukuvka asked if they could have access to any conceptual documentation the County
already has in order to save time. Mr. Pullen noted we have that and information from NYC.

Mr. Kruger referred to Mr. Clark’s letter and stated that part of the problem that causes
him to say forget Mr. Ungermann’s proposal is that the Board is divided on the issue. Mr. Clark
is vague in writing that for a “variety of reasons” the proposal does not provide a suitable
solution. Security is already in place on the ground floor, and existing security on the fourth
level was left in place for that purpose. Is this a waste of time and taxpayer money?

Mr. Hopkins asked if LaBella could look at the conceptual idea of Court use of the former
jail floor in time for the January 2 meeting. Mr. Kukuvka responded it was possible, but
requested existing information to assist them in putting a scenario together for plausibility. Mr.
Fanton questioned Mr. Isenberg on how OCA makes its decisions - on a divided Board, or on
structural feasibility. Mr. Isenberg stated that OCA was not taking a perspective of the divided
status of the Board. At the August meeting in New York City, OCA officials indicated that the jail
option was not workable, even after that meeting concluded. We stand here today at the
juncture of deciding which direction the County wants to go in. Mr. Isenberg reminded the
Committee it is not his job to tell the County whether or not to look at the jail. If the County
decides to move forward with that option for the Courts and thinks they can persuade OCA
personnel that it should be acceptable, it's up to the County to pursue it, but he thinks, based on
Mr. Clark’s letter, it's not a likely scenario.

A motion was made by Hopkins and seconded by Benson that the Committee no
longer consider use of the former jail floor for addressing Court needs, but utilize it for
other County space needs.

Mr. McCormick felt that the elevator shaft and other existing assets could help us, and

we should ask LaBella to look at that as part of the whole plan. Mr. Ungermann

commented that he will talk with Clark Patterson Lee regarding the conceptual
information, and if nothing more, LaBella can look at that and it will save a lot of time.

The proposal met all the square footage requirements, and OCA’s problems with it

centered on image and fragmentation. A lot of time has been spent on it. Mr.
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Ungermann stated he wants the County to get a plan to OCA that is acceptable to them
and affordable to us. The main thing is affordability. Recent correspondence from the
State Comptroller notified the County that we are at 90 percent of our taxing limit. Mr.
Crandall supported Mr. Hopkin’s motion based on Mr. Clark’s letter, which couldn’t be
much clearer. We absolutely have to use that jail space, but it does not address Court
circulation issues we have in the old spaces. There is no sense in moving forward with a
plan that won't be acceptable.
The motion was approved following a voice vote (opposed: McCormick).

NEXT MEETINGS:
January 2 at 2:30 p.m. (after Board Organization Meeting)
January 8 at 10:00 a.m. (time was changed from 3:00 p.m. to 10:00 a.m. subsequent to
, the meeting and confirmation with other parties)
January 22 at 3:00 p.m.

Adjournment: The meeting was adjourned at 4:15 p.m. following a motion made by
McCormick, seconded by Benson and carried.

Respectfully submitted by
Adele Finnemore, Journal Clerk
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December 3, 2007

Members Present: Committee Chairman W. Hall, G. Benson, T. Hopkins, M. McCormick,
T. O'Grady, D. Pullen, C. Crandall

Others Present: D. Fanton, A. Finnemore, A. Isenberg (OCA), K. Kruger, J. Margeson,
B. Riehle, N. Ungermann; Media: B. Quinn, Wellsville Daily Reporter

Call to Order: 2:00 p.m. by Committee Chairman William Hall.

Review of Courthouse Addition Design Proposals:

Proposals for Programming and Preliminary Design Services for the Court Facility
Addition received from LaBella Associates and Clark Patterson Lee were reviewed by
Committee members prior to the meeting.

Executive Session:

A motion was made by O’Grady, seconded by Pullen and carried to enter into executive
session to discuss matters leading to the employment of a particular corporation. Following
discussion, a motion was made by Pullen, seconded by Hopkins and carried to end the
executive session and return to the regular portion of the meeting.

A motion was made by Pullen, seconded by Benson and approved on a
unanimous roll call vote to accept LaBella Associates’ proposal for Programming and
Preliminary Design Services for the Allegany County Court Facility Addition. (Prior to the
vote, a motion was made by Pullen, seconded by Hopkins and carried to allow Mr.
McCormick to abstain from voting.) A motion was made by Pullen, seconded by Hopkins
and carried to refer this request to the County Attorney to pre-file the resolution for
consideration at the December 10 Board meeting.

Prepare Resolution for 12/10 Board Meeting.

Comment was offered by Mr. McCormick in reference to a Wellsville Town Council
resolution imploring the Committee to fully and vigorously explore all other options to any new
Courthouse construction: the Committee has fully and vigorously explored all options.

Chairman Crandall requested that County Administrator John Margeson make
arrangements to have representation from LaBella Associates present at the December 10
Board meeting to answer questions regarding their proposal.

NEXT MEETING: December 10, 2007 at 3:00 p.m. (or as soon as the Board meeting is over)
to begin meeting with LaBella Associates in developing a concept of the project.

Adjournment: The meeting was adjourned at 3:05 p.m. following a motion made by O’Grady,
seconded by McCormick and carried.

Respectfully submitted by
Adele Finnemore, Journal Clerk
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